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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas grants Lidia Batalla Nava’s petition
for a writ of habeas corpus challenging her immigration detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2). The
court holds that detention without an individualized assessment, notice, or opportunity to be heard
violated her procedural due process rights under the Mathews v. Eldridge framework. The court denies
the respondents’ motion for summary judgment and orders her release within 48 hours, subject to
specified conditions and reporting requirements.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. §
2241 challenging her detention by ICE. Respondents moved for
summary judgment, arguing mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. §
1225(b) applied and that due process claim failed. The Court denied
summary judgment and granted the habeas petition.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Court applied the Mathews v. Eldridge balancing test to assess the
procedural due process claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the petitioner's detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2) without an individualized hearing
violates the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment as applied to her.

HOLDINGS

1. Detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2) as applied to Petitioner Lidia Batalla Nava, who has lived in the
United States for approximately 30 years, has no criminal record, and poses no danger or flight risk,
violates her procedural due process rights under the Fifth Amendment because the statute provides no
mechanism for an individualized hearing to assess whether her continued detention is justified.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Constitution guarantees due process of law to every person in the United States, regardless of the
person’s immigration status. Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 693 (2001) (the Due Process Clause “applies
to all ‘persons’ within the United States, including aliens, whether their presence here is lawful, unlawful,
temporary, or permanent”).”

“detention under § 1225(b)(2) as applied to this petitioner, without an individualized assessment or any
notice or opportunity to be heard, violates the petitioner’s right to procedural due process.”

“When ‘the only mechanism Petitioner has to test the propriety of his detention is DHS’s discretionary
authority,’ that is ‘no real test at all.’ Tenemasa-Lema v. Hyde, No. CV 25-13029-BEM, 2025 WL 3280555, at
*9 (D. Mass. Nov. 25, 2025).”

“Habeas is at its core a remedy for unlawful executive detention. Munaf v. Geren, 553 U.S. 674, 693 (2008).”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Petitioner Lidia Batalla Nava is a native and citizen of Mexico who entered the United States in 1996 at age 17
and has resided continuously since. She has a U.S. citizen daughter, no criminal history, and strong community
ties including employment. She is eligible to apply for asylum, withholding of removal, and protection under the
Convention Against Torture. On December 25, 2025, she was stopped for a non-functioning vehicle light and
was transferred to ICE detention. She has been detained for approximately four months with no end in sight and
no individualized hearing to assess danger or flight risk.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner, a Mexican native who entered the U.S. in 1996, was pulled over for a traffic infraction on December
25, 2025, and transferred to ICE detention. She filed a habeas petition on January 30, 2026, seeking release on



due process grounds. The government moved for summary judgment. The Court decided the matter on the
papers.
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